
Nextel Communications, Inc.
1450 G Street, N.W., Suite 425, Washington, DC 20005
202296-8111 FAX 202 347-3834

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

July 25, 1997

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

RECEIVED

JUL 25 1997

EX PARTE

Re: WT Docket No. 97-82

Dear Mr. Caton:

On behalf of Nextel Communications, Inc. and pursuant to Section 1.1206 of
the Federal Communications Commission's Rules, this letter constitutes notice that
Robert S. Foosaner and Lawrence R. Krevor met today with Commissioner Rochelle
Chong and Suzanne Toller, Legal Advisor to Commissioner Chong, to discuss the
above-referenced proceeding. Specifically, they discussed the need for the
Commission to enforce its auction rules rather than relieving C Block licensees from
their debt obligations. The attached documents also were left with Commissioner
Chong and Ms. Toller.

An original and one copy of this letter have been filed with the Secretary
pursuant to Section 1.1206. Should any questions arise in connection with this
notification, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

cc: Commissioner Rochelle Chong
Suzanne Toller
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high bidders and potential new bi6iIfBIL
least one of the commissioners is tryin~'
payments that C-block operators would ultimate y a pay to
the US Treasury Dept. (again. in our opinion. not exactly fair to

those bidders who dropped out after bids continued to rise). This
would be an interesting turn of events for an auction originally set
to bring in small, entrepreneurial type of bidders. We note the
largest bidder in the auction (NextWave) is backed by significant
amounrs of foreign capital and has issued warrants to Mel (MCIC­
$35-NF), who is being purchased by British Telecom (BTY-$76
5/l6-NF). to potentially purchase up a 25% equity interest in
NextWave. Could be a nice relief to these foreign players. U.S.
taxpayers beware!

Barometer: Telecom stock performance V5. S&PSOO
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A weekly update of NATWEST's global Wireless Services & Wireless Equipment stocks

Jeffrey L. :Hines (212) 602-5741

YiIREL£SS YiAVES

are challenJ!JnJ! the market's YTD return of24%P
Telecom Index I Muiu:l Oase Week 6 Mnh6. L1M YID
S&P500 917 0.0% 2.6% 42% 24'1(,
EquiplTl:flt (21) 122 5.1% 14.1% 25% 22,.
Cable (12) 120 -0.6% 0.2% 15% 2'.0'9'
Cellular ( 17) Il9 1.1% 3.5% 8% ~

a..B:sfOber rIO) 118 4.6% 14.5% 25% 18'1(,
Wireline (14) III -4.4% ·3.7% 19% 11%
FCS/Qher (11) 102 1.9% 21% ·10% 2';'

fuine (9) S7 3.2% 13.7% -55% ·13l1J&
3O-'I'ear T-borx1 Yield 6.53% -900 -1900 -4800 ·9bD
NI1W&v T<1«em1ndu n!JUrn.< uzJ...... attiiWdmdr

MARKET RECAP: Market flat. but Telecom stocks
remain generally strong wi Equipment Index

up 5.1% as Motorola reports solid 2Q. T-Bonds
fall 9 bp. Can you believe that four of the Indexes

Motorola 2Q results point to better results
across the board; Equipment Index surges 5.1 %
Motorola's (MOT-$85-H) strong 2Q results drove the shares up
almost 6% this week. Pre-eharge EPS of $0.62 were above our est.
of SO.57 & Street Consensus of 50.56. Positive surprises included:
revenues were better than expected in all 4 major reporting
segments, wI major pluses coming from Semiconductor &
Messaging, Info. & Media; order input was strong and up for all 4
segments as well as Space & Systems Technology Group (read
Iridium(IRIDF-$19 v..-I'I'F)). Large cap. Wireless Equipment stocks
are now trading at 32x. 27x. and 23x our 1997, 98 and 99 EPS
estimates. This represents a 1.6x, lAx & 1.4x multiple relative to
the S&P500. Historically (over the last 3 years), these stocks have
traded in a range of 1.0-1.6x with the median being 1.3x. Using a
I.3x relative multiple on our FY98 estimates wOl4ld suggest that
both Motorola and Nokia (NOKA·$79·A) may have upside
potential from current prices.
Taxpayers beware! Is the FCC ready to cave in to
CBlock operators?
In what could become one of the more "remarkable" political
events in FCC history. it appears that the FCC has started to bend
on C-Block PCS auction rules, After bidders bid up prices, on
average, to, at least in the current environment, "non-financeable"
levels. it appears that the FCC is prepared to alter the rules. Current
proposals would allow annual interest payments (as opposed to
quarterly). thereby pushing out the first payment due date to 1998.
While this change is certainly not what we would deem a
significant change. it certainly seems less than fair to the bidders
who dropped out of the auction believing that first paymenrs would
be due last March. If the FCC were really interested in bringing
competition sooner. rather than later. we believe that it should have
demanded payments back in March when the first installment was
originally supposed to be due. Anyone who was unable to pay,
would have been forced into default. with the licenses re-auctioned
(the current delay is likely becoming untenable for both existing
Thi, reoon ·M;L'C pre~~d f",Tn d2tJ belic...ced reliaolc bul not Il&2nnl:ed by 'IS ....;thaut turttlu vetifiaGOII or in¥Utipiioft. mel doe.s nOI p.rp<lr1 to be =mp1etc. It is ftct to be lo:OII.Ji..icRd ;u. .. offer to .liell ... 1. .dicil:dioR of u afTer WI
buy ll'lclll:'n';cie. d the ":Il~p:.nic't1;(W'em! by ttlis rcp~rt. Opinion.1 uprc.,.,."d~ ~ubjco.;c to c;hamee wid\ouI: aotlcc. .....dWut SecwiticsC~mt. ics aml1a~s.. :and ~hcn UU"""'itted ..."" :l W"Iay hiI"¥C poIkiCftll aDd ra.yaffec'l
rr.zn~l,.'ti(""-, in \Ct:~ril\l:S.\1t cnmp:zr:icJ mentioned M(etn and/or' ,m3y trek to peno"" lnVC$'ON'nc. baakina .....ilCU few thOM com9uVa. ClIpyri;hc 1991 N'lICWest St:curiue.s CC'~.1tion. ,o\p~d ~If publlt;ot":~n:l in the Veitcd Kia.....
b~ N.1tW C3t Set:'Unce:s Limited. in1o:orpnrflune, WnC'd \ M.,Ken.-c de: Co. Lid.. &0 atfili.aled ccmpM)' aJMI member of The Securities aM naDK'u Avdtorit)o a....t I:hc: ll'lndon SIC'Oi. 'EAch.anl&.
"'The. ACR ancJ OnJi.."'t:U)I .s.!'t:JlC ~:lRIS ml.)' dif(cr iU lhcy ~tlect t.I\ce~d pcrlnnn~e relad'W'e m me U.s. at loal~ ,lOU,. rnpecriweJy.

Jeffrey L. Hine5, Telecommunications AnaJY5t
Wire line: orr (212) 602·;741
Wi~less: (917) 731-0050·. Paee (80Q) 207·6297

Chrirtopher M_ Larsen, Telecommunications Analyst
Wireline: Ofr (212) 602·S490
Wireless: (917) 731-0053: Paile (800) 509-5966
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C BLOCK DEBT RELIEF

1. THESE ARE NOT "DESIGNATED ENTITIES" -- EITHER IN LAW OR IN SPIRIT.

• in the 1993 Budget Act, Congress required that the FCC ensure that
small businesses, and women and minority-owned businesses, are given
an opportunity to participate in the provision of spectrum-based services.

• the C Block licensees seeking relief, however, in most cases are nothing
more than shams/fronts/speculators/opportunists who saw a potential to
make a buck at the expense of: (a) legitimate small businesses and (2)
now, the American taxpayer.

• they are requesting "corporate welfare" for huge foreign companies such
as Sony, Hyundai, and Pohang Steel, as well as for the soon-to-be British
Telecom-owned corporate giant, MCI ("Concert"), which has continued
its search for a shortcut into the wireless telecommunications
marketplace.

• the majority of this corporate welfare would go to only two companies ­
- Nextwave and General Wireless -- who concocted these multi-national
multi-billion dollar "small businesses," bid outrageous sums of money,
and now want FCC relief from their misguided business schemes.

2. THE COMPETITIVE MARKETPLACE

• competition has been the mantra of Congress and the FCC for the past
four years.

in any competitive endeavor, there are winners and losers;
however, it is anything but a competitive marketplace when the
FCC charges to the rescue at the first sign of a high-profile loser.

besides the fact that this marketplace interference is unwarranted
in a competitive industry, it is illegal under the FCC's statutory
mandate -- to protect competition, not competitors.

• the financial straits of certain C Block licensees is not the FCC's
responsibility -- the FCC did not force them to bid well beyond the
winning bids for the larger A and B Block licenses, or to keep bidding
after responsible bidders dropped out; the FCC cannot allow
responsibility to be shifted from its rightful owner: the C Block



licensees.

3. THE AUCTION PROCESS WILL LOSE ALL CREDIBILITY.

• granting this relief will eradicate the FCC's credibility and the integrity of
competitive bidding as a licensing methodology.

• as both a creditor and a regulator, the FCC will have no credibility with
the industry or the investment community: as a creditor, will find it
difficult to enforce the terms of its payment plans; and as a regulator,
will not be able to enforce its auction rules in the future -- why follow
them if you have precedent to support eliminating them in "times of
trouble"?

• future bidders will be encouraged to submit undisciplined bids without
regard for the FCC's payment rules -- "Nextwave did it, there's legal
precedent to support it ... so others can surely do it too."

4. C BLOCK RELIEF IS BLATANT DISCRIMINATION AGAINST EVERY OTHER
WIRELESS CARRIER.

• Congress mandated regulatory parity for all Commercial Mobile Radio
Services -- forgiving part of or compromising the winning C Block bids
while requiring other winners to pay in full, blatantly discriminates
against carriers that follow the rules. It would provide a significant
financial advantage to those who no longer have to pay much, if
anything under some proposals, for their FCC license.

5. LAWSUITS AND DELAYS.

• There will be lawsuits whatever the FCC decides. The FCC's position
will be defensible if it enforces its rules as written, reconsidered and
upheld on appeal, rather than arbitrarily enforcing them only on those
parties who chose to follow them.
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BROADBAND PCS C BLOCK DEBTORS IN BANKRUPTCY

I. OVERVIEW

A critical aspect of any bankruptcy proceeding
regarding "C" block licensees is the dominant position
of the FCC. The FCC's status as both the largest
secured and unsecured creditor will make it extremely
difficult, if not impossible, for the Debtors to
confirm any plan of reorganization under the Bankruptcy
Code without the FCC's support.

This dominant position gives the FCC the ability ­
should it so choose - to assert that it will not
compromise its rights to take the licenses, thereby
foreclosing any reasonable likelihood of rehabilitation
of the debtor.

As discussed below, the FCC may, among other things,
(i) seek relief from the automatic stay in bankruptcy,
(ii) seek dismissal of the bankruptcy case, (iii) seek
examination of the debtor, (iv) seek conversion of the
case to a Chapter 7 liquidation, or (v) seek to obtain
quick confirmation of a plan of reorganization on terms
favorable to the FCC.

II. RIGHTS OF THE FCC IN A ·C· BLOCK DEBTOR'S BANXRUPTCY

A. Relief From the Automatic Stay

1. In accordance with section 362(d) of the
Bankruptcy Code, the FCC, as a secured creditor
may seek relief from the automatic stay of section
362(a) of the Bankruptcy Code. If granted, such
relief would allow the FCC to commence foreclosure
proceedings with respect to the PCS Licenses. The
basis for such relief would be the continuing
depreciation in the value of the licenses, see 11
U.S.C. § 362(d) (1), or alternatively, that the
debtor has no equity in the collateral and that
the collateral is not necessary for an effective
reorganization (because a successful
reorganization is unlikely). ~ 11 U.S.C.
§ 362(d) (2). See. e,g., In re Hincley, 40 B.R.
679 (D. Utah 1984) i see also United Savings Ass'n
of Texas v. Timbers of InwoQd Forest Assoc., 108
S. Ct. 626 (1988) (ftThere must be a reasonable
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possibility of reorganization within a reasonable
time") .

2. The Bankruptcy Code also provides that actions to
enforce a governmental unit's regulatory powers
are not subject to the automatic stay. ~ ~~

U.S.C. § 362(b) (4). Thus, to the extent that
exercising its rights with respect to the licenses
should be deemed an exercise of its regulatory
powers, the FCC could exercise those rights
notwithstanding the automatic stay.! The exercise
of such regulatory powers would be predicated upon
failure of a condition of the license -~, non­
payment of the amounts due as required under the
FCC rules. The analysis for considering a
cancellation of the PCS Licenses to be an exercise
of regulatory power by the FCC would be as
follows:

a. "A license granted to an eligible entity that
elects installment payments shall be
conditioned upon the full and timely
performance of the licensee's obligations
under the installment paYment plan." 47
C.F.R. § ~.2110(e) (4) (emphasis added).

b. Because a petition in bankruptcy accelerates
all debts as a matter of law, see 11 U.S.C.
§ 502(b), the licensee would not be in full
and timely performance of its payment
obligations - except for the FCC's
suspension.

c. If the suspension were lifted, the licensee
would not have more than ninety days of
delinquency, at which point it must file for
grace period relief or else be in default.
Section 1.2110(e) (4) (iii) of the FCC's rules
provides: "Following expiration of any grace
period without successful resumption of
paYment or upon denial of a grace period

1. In exercising such regulatory powers a governmental unit
may not discriminate against a debtor with respect to its rights
as a licensee solely by reason of the debtor's bankrupt status.
~ 11 U.S.C. § 525(a) ("A governmental unit may not deny,
revoke, suspend, or refuse to renew a license . .. [or]
discriminate with respect to such a [license] against . • . a
person that is or has been a debtor under this Title . . .
solely because such bankrupt or debtor is or has been a debtor
under this Title") .

•
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request, or upon default with no such request
submitted, the license will automatically
cancel and the Commission will initiate debt
collection procedures pursuant to part l,
subpart 0."

d. Under section 362(b) (4) of the Bankruptcy
Code, a non-discretionary act of a
governmental unit enforcing such governmental
unit's regulatory power "does not constitute
an administrative action or proceeding
against the debtor falling within the purview
of section 362(a) (l) of the Bankruptcy Code."
In re Gull Air, Inc., 890 F.2d l255, l263
(lst Cir. 1989) (treating the automatic
withdrawal of aircraft landing slots from the
debtor by the FAA). .c.L.. In the Matter of
Fuaazy Express, Inc., l14 B.R. 865, 872-74
(Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1990) (distinguishing Gull
Air on basis of discretionary acts by
government unit) .

B. Dismissal or Conversion of the Debtor's Bankruptcy Case

1. Pursuant to Section 1112 (b) of the Bankruptcy
Code, the court may, upon the request of a party
in interest, for cause, convert a chapter 11 case
to a chapter 7 case or dismiss the case outright,2
whichever is in the best interest of creditors and
the estate.

a. Section 1112 (b) states that cause includes,
among other things, a "continuing loss or
diminution of the estate and absence of a
reasonable likelihood of rehabilitation" and
the "inability to effectuate a plan."

b. Accordingly, the FCC could argue that in
light of (i) the continuing depreciation in
the value of the licenses, and (ii) the lack
of any reasonable chance of success in
obtaining confirmation of a plan of
reorganization, the continuation of the
bankruptcy case is fruitless and a waste of
resources and the case should, therefore, be
dismissed or converted. See. e.g., In re

2. If the licenses were to be sold outside of a plan of
reorganization, the FCC would be able to "credit bid" against its
cla~ in a reauction of the licenses pursuant to Section 363(k)
of the Bankruptcy Code.
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Woodbrook Assocs., 19 F.3d 312, 317 (7th Cir.
1994) ("The very purpose of § 1112 (b) is to
cut short this plan and confirmation process
where it is pointless~) i In re Humble Place
Joint Ventures, 936 F.2d 814, 818 (5th Cir.
1991) (relief granted where tithe risk to
secured creditors of a continuing chapter 11
case outweighed the benefit") .

C. The FCC Licenses are not Part of the Debtor's Estate

1. If the, FCC licenses are not "property of the
debtor's estate," the automatic stay does not
apply to them. ~ 11 U.S.C. § 362(a) (3); In re
Gull Air, Inc., 890 F.2d at 1263. The FCC and the
courts normally take the position that FCC
licenses are not "property" of licensees. ~
e.a., Stephens Industries, Inc. v. McClure, 789
F.2d 386, 390 (6th Cir. 1986) i In re Tak
Cqrnrnunications. Inc. 138 B.R. 568 (Bankr. W.D.
Wis. 1992), aff'd 985 F.2d 916 (7th Cir. 1993); In
re Smith, 94 B.R. 220, 221 (Bankr. M.D. Ga. 1988);
In re Merkley, 94 FCC 2d 829 (1983), reCQn. den.,
56 R.R. 2d 413 (1984), aff'd sub nom. Smith v.
Heckler, 776 F.2d 365 (D.C. Cir. 1985). Both the
FCC and the courts, particularly bankruptcy
courts, have taken differing positions in this
issue. See, e.g., In the ~~tter of Fuaazy
Exoress. Inc., 114 B.R. 865 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y.
1990) i In re Ridgely Communications. Inc., 139
B.R. 174 (Bankr. D. Md. 1992); In re Bill Welch, 3
FCC Red 6502 (1988).

D. Reclassification and Equitable Subordination

1. It appears that a number of the entities with the
largest claims may have incurred such claims as a
result of IQans made tQ the Debtors because the
foreign ownership limitations prevented them fram
making direct capital cQntributions. It is
possible for a court to look past a "loan" label
tQ the substance Qf the transaction and tQ
reclassify a loan by an individual to a debtor as
a contributiQn of capital instead Qf a lQan
creating a claim.

a. Such a reclassification of claims WQuld be
based upQn the fact that (i) foreign
ownership requirements limited the ability of
such entities to participate directly as
equity hQlders and instead such individuals
lent funds to the Debtors and may have
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received the right to convert such debt to
equity in the event foreign ownership
restrictions are relaxed; (ii) the Debtors
were inadequately capitalized at the time it
incurred the debt for the licenses, it is
reasonable to assume that a large amount of
its debt was simply disguised capital; and
(iii) at the time of the advance it was
unlikely that a bank would have been willing
to lend funds to the Debtors. See, e.g., In
re Trimble, 479 F.2d 103 (3d Cir. 1973); In
re Interstate Ciaar Co. I Inc., 182 B.R. 675,
679 (E.D.N.Y. 1995) ("A significant test for
capital contributions is whether a
disinterested lender would have made such
loans at the same time") .

2. It is also possible for a court to equitably
subordinate a creditor if it engaged in some type
of inequitable conduct that resulted in injury to
the other creditors.

a. Factors that could result in equitable
subordination of certain creditors include,
among other things, violation of foreign
ownership limitations (for example, as
discussed above, if foreign "creditors" were
brought in as lenders solely to get around
the legal limitations regarding foreign
ownership), and allowing the company to incur
debts that it clearly could not repay (see
discussion below) .

E. Piercing the Corporate Veil and/or Praud

1. Courts are often willing to pierce the corporate
veil if, among other reasons, a business is formed
or operated with capital inadequate to meet the
expected business obligations. See, e.g., u.s. v.
WEW Corp" 986 F.2d 138 (6th Cir. 1992); Carpentry
Health & Welfare Fund of Philadelphia and Vicinity
by Grey V. Kenneth R. Ambrose. Inc. 717 F.2d 279
(3d cir. 1983). Considering the Debtors' thin
capitalization, the creditors may be able to
pierce the corporate veil and reach the assets of
the Debtors' equity owners. The bankruptcy court
would probably look to the law of the situs of the
bankrupt corporation or of the court.

2. If the Debtors committed any fraud in connection
with obtaining the licenses, inclUding
representations made with respect to its financial
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condition and bidding eligibility, the FCC would
likely be able to revoke its licenses. In
addition, Title 18 criminal sanctions may also be
applicable.

F. Examinations

1. The Bank=uptcy Code allows for the appointments of
examiners and Bankruptcy Rule 2004 allows
examinations, both of which can be used to, among
other things, investigate the presence and merit
of actions of the type discussed above.

2. Section 1104 of the Bankruptcy Code provides that
upon request of a party in interest, the court
shall appoint an examiner if such appointment is
in the interest of creditors or for other cause.
An examiner, once appointed, would investigate the
debtor, its management and equity holders, to
determine if, among other things, claims of the
type described above exist.

3. Bankruptcy Rule 2004 allows for an examination of
any entity. The scope of the examination may be
broad in that it may extend to "the acts, conduct,
or property or to the liabilities and financial
condition of the debtor, or any matter which may
affect the administration of the debtor's estate.

"
G. Propose Chapter 11 Plan

1. Another option would be for the FCC to propose, or
jointly propose with other creditors or the
creditors' committee, a chapter 11 plan which
would transfer the licenses to a satisfactory
third party (or even possibly the FCC).

a. The FCC would have to locate a third party
willing to purchase the Debtors or all of
their assets (in theory, the FCC could also
serve as this party) .

b. The FCC could seek to terminate the debtor's
"exclusivity period n ] pursuant to section
1121 (d) of the Bankruptcy Code to permit it
to file a plan immediately.

3. The "exclusivity period" is the 120 day t~e frame within
which only the debtor may file a plan of reorganization. This
period may be reduced or extended by the court for cause.

C-6
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c. once exclusivity is terminated, the FCC can
file a Chapter 11 plan of reorganization
which would detail the transfer of the
debtor's assets to the third party purchaser
and the proposed method of satisfying all
outstanding debts.

i. The number and amount of claims may be
significantly reduced if some of the
larger creditors are reclassified as
equity or equitably subordinated as
discussed above.

ii. Creditors may be willing to take a
relatively small distribution in respect
of their claims considering the amount
of the unsecured debt and the Debtors'
prospects of confirming a plan.

iii. It is possible that equipment vendors
and other contracting parties will be
willing to take a minimal distribution
on their claims if the purchaser were to
continue to use their services or
products.

C-7



federal Communications Commission fCC 97-223

62. Furth~r771ore. the [ndus!ry PrC'posal pro\'ides no i7lethod for the Commission to recover a
por:i0n of the \'alue or public spectrur.l ?ursuant :0 Section :;09tj)(3 )(C) of the Communications .-\Cr."I"O

[r.stez.d. incumbent licensees who negotiate expansion rights among themselves could obtain a windfz.1l
by obtaining rights to an entire EA without having to pay for such expanded rights. \Ve disagree with
comi7lenrers who attempt to justify this potential windfall by arguing that the proposed settlement
procedure complies with the directive in Section 309(j)(6)(E) for the Commission to avoid mutual
exclusivity through "engineering solutions, negotiation, threshold qualifications, service regulations, and
other means"I"1 Section 309(j)(6)(E) requires us to adopt such methods where we find them to be "in the
public interest."I"! We do not believe it is in the public interest to "resolve" the competing claims of
incumbents and non-incumbents for spectrum by establishing a settlement mechanism that is limited to
incumbents and excluding non-incumbents from the process.

63. The Industry Proposal would also be inconsistent with the approach we have adopted in other
services where we have converted from site-by-site licensing to geographic area licensing. In our 900
MHz SMR proceeding and our recent paging proceeding, for example, we adopted similar rules for
licensing on a geographic basis while protecting the existing operations of incumbent operators.l~l In
neither instance did we give incumbents the unrestricted right to obtain available spectrum through a pre­
auction senlement process that excluded non-incumbents. We also rejected this and similar alternatives
for the upper 200 channels of the 800 MHz band. l

.<4 For all of these reasons, we conclude that the
Industry Proposal would" not serve the public interest.

64. While we reject the specific senlement procedure described in the Industry Proposal, we note
that many of the positive aspects of the proposal can still be accomplished through the auction process
we are establishing for the lower 230 channels. For example, incumbents on these channels are free to
enter into partnerships, joint ventures, or consortia for purposes of applying for EA licenses on the lower
230 channels in the areas where they currently operate. Incumbents may also negotiate transfers, swaps,
partitioning arrangements, or similar agreements with respect to spectrum that is currently licensed to
them. In some instances, taking these steps may result in only one entity applying for a given EA license.
Where that occurs, no auction will be necessary because there will be no mutually exclusive applications
to resolve. At the same time, providing all parties, incumbents and non-incumbents alike, with the
opportunity to compete for EA licenses will ensure that the spectrum is awarded to the party that values
it the most.

65. We also conclude that while geographic licensing is appropriate for the lower 230 channels,
some additional flexibility is appropriate for incumbents on these channels to facilitate modifications and
limited expansion of their systems. First, allowing incumbent licensees on the lower 230 channels such
flexibility will facilitate the relocation of incumbent licensees on the upper 200 channels. Licensees who
are faced with relocation will have a significant incentive to relocate rapidly and voluntarily if they know

they will have greater flexibility to modify and expand their systems on the channels to which they are
relocating. This will promote our objectives for enabling EA licensees on the upper 200 channels to make

I~ 47 U.S.C. § 309GX3XC).

I~I 47 U.S.C. § 309G)(6XE).

HI See 900 MHz Second Report and Order, Paging Second Report and Order.

140& See 800 MHz Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 1476-1480, -}19-14.
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35. Fin::.[ Iy. .-\ pca argt.!es tn::.c \\ e n::. ve recogn izea tn::., pub Iic s::. fer;- <:!genc ies need extended
imple:lle,,,,::.cion be·c::.use complex gO\'emiTlenc fUilding mech::.nisiTls impde rapid ceplo;'menc of public
safer;' systems. :;.) [t argues that extended implementation should be avail::.ble to public safer;' systems
in the Gener::.1 C::.tegor:. [T.-\ argues that extenced implemenc::.tion should be available for all private
r::.dio licensees in the General Category, because problems such as budgetary constrain,s affect the
UL T and Business users as much a5 Public Safer;' licensees. IH

37. Discussion. We reject Digital's claim that eliminating extended implementation interferes.
with legitimate business expectations. IS! First. these licensees have already been given significant time
to complete construction. Second, upon adequate rejustification. licensees will have up to two years to
complete build out of their systems. Far from being a "dra5tic change" that will stiand investment. as
Digital contends, this is an equitable transition to a more efficient method of providing service and
using spectrum. Finally, Digital's reliance on the public interest analysis in the OVS ,VPR.:.1.l is also
misplaced. \\·nile. the OVS proceeding did acknowledge a strong public imerest in establishing a level
of certainty in business plans, we did not suggest that a licensees' business expectations were entitled
to absolute protection, nor did we imply that these expectations would always dictate the course of
future regu lation. I

;;

33. Digital's claim of a property interest in its license is also without merit. Both Section
30 I of the Communications Act and relevant case law establish that licensees have no ownership
interest in their FCC licenses. u. Moreover, \',re do not agree that ending extended implememation will
decrease competition. To the contrary, competitive bidding. which allocates resources to those who
value rhem most. is a more efficient and competitive method than our prior rules for licensing
spectrum on an extended basis. We also disagree that tenninating extended impkment.!tion will limit
small business participation. To the contr~', we have adopted special provisions, such as bidding
credits. ir. orcer to assist small businesses at auction. lij

39. Finally, in response to APCa, we note that we only curtailed extended implememation
for S\IR licensees. IH Thus, non-Si'-·IR licensees with existing extended implementation grants are not

IS·) APCO Reply to Oppositions to Petitions at 3.

I SI ITA Opposition to Petitions at 4.

I!: lmprem-encacion of Section 303 of the Te(ecommunicacions .--\cc of 1996 .... Open Video Syst~ms. Report and
Order and Sorice of Proposed Rulemaking. FCC 96-99. at' 25 (March II, (996) (hereinafter "OVS NP~\1").

lSi Id.

IS. 47 USc. § 301. In re Beach Television Parrners. Ori;r: Credit Alliance, Inc. v. Il"fills. 33 F3d 535. 536
(11th Cir. I994)(ciring FCC v. Sanders Bros. Radio Station. 309 U.S. 470 (1940)); see also Orange Park Florida
T. V. v. FCC. 3 I I F2d 664,674 fn.19 (D.C. Cir. 1937) # ("[A] licensee's interest in a broadcast license...is not a
full· fledged, indefeasible property interest").

800 .\fH: Report and Order. (I FCC Rcd at 1571-1575. ~~ 242·250.

APCO P~tition at 8.
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